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Housing: Executive Summary

Three key housing related concerns emerged during the community
survey process. affordability, quality of life, and livability of
neighborhoods. Montgomery County recognizes that the
neighborhoods provide the cornerstone for residents’ sense of
community, aswell as their sense of safety and well-being. The
housing chapter focuses on three primary issues:

*The provision of affordable housing;

*The provision of livable manufactured housing parks;
and

*The provision of safe and livable neighborhoods and
communities.
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Housing: Introduction

Housing, especially the provision of
affordable housing, represents one of the greatest
challenges facing Montgomery County and the
New River Valey. While housing costsin the
county are still reasonably low compared to
other areas of the state, there are specific factors
in the county which makes affordablity anissues,
including low income scale and alarge student
population. The challenge for the county, over
the next 25 years, will bein finding waysto
mitigate these factors.

COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS

Threeissuesin the Community Survey dealt
directly with housing: 1) affordable housing,
2) compact development (neighborhood
design); and 3) the quality of mobile home
parks. In addition, two of the planning related

issues were also connected to housing: 1)
concentrating growth where utilities are already
provided; and 2) using the zoning ordinance
to direct growth or protect property values. Of
the five issues, affordable housing and the use
of the zoning ordinance to either direct growth
or protect property values generated the highest
mean SCcores.

Seventy three percent (73%) of respondents
identified “affordable housing” as either very
important or important. In their written
responses, participants underscored their belief
that housing affordability was one of the key
issues facing the county. While most included
brief referencesto affordable housing, some
were far more specific, especialy in terms of
housing for low and middle income. As one
participant noted, the issue centered on making
"homes affordable according to the income of
arearesidents."” Another, combining the issues
of affordable housing and zoning, suggested
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that there should be a "revision of zoning to
encourage devel opment of affordable houses."
A third respondent noted that the County should
"provide an incentive for developersto build
affordable, sustainable, safe, dependable
housing for low and middlelow incomefamilies
in existing small villages."

While 55% of respondents identified the
issue of manufactured housing and
manufactured housing parks as either very
important or important, very few of the written
responses suggested overwhelming support for
the existence of either. As one participant noted,

"mobile home growth is out of control in
Montgomery County...we are turning into a
county-widetrailer park." A few of the

respondents felt that the county needed to focus
on providing affordable housing as an dternative
to manufactured housing and manufactured
housing parks. Still others suggested that
manufactured housing provided "areasonable
aternative to high priced conventional
construction” or exemplified "communities--
al development should learn from that." In
short, respondents did not take asingle view
on the issue of manufactured housing in
Montgomery County. While many of the written
responses were negative, the majority of the
same respondents recognized the need to
upgrade existing facilities and hold developers
of new facilities to higher standards, including:
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* Providing "guidelines for mobile home
parks;"

* Require that "mobile home devel opers
must conform to the same requirements
we expect of neighborhoods...
sidewalks, parks, paved roads;"

* "Have dtricter rules/ laws governing
appearance of such parks;" and

Issues of zoning and property values, for
better or worse, cropped up throughout the
responses, most notably in terms of mixed-
income devel opments and the location of
manufactured housing and manufactured
housing parks. While some of the respondents
felt that the county should employ "proper
zoning...mobile homes should be zoned together,

« “Have stricter rules or laws governing
manufactured housing park ownership.”

not mixed in among neighborhoods and high-
income homes" and the county should "make
plans or regulations on where trailers can be

Housing & Residential Development:
Community Survey Mean Results, 2003
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Note: Forty-one issues were included in the “rate this issue in terms of importance” portion of the
community survey. A mean score was calculated for each of the 41 issues, as well as for the total

of all issues. Issues with scores higher than 3.65 (the mean for all issues) indicate that the majority
of respondents rated the issue greater importance; a score lower than 3.65 indicates that the majority
of respondents rated the issue of less importance than the on average. The scale for the survey was:
0=no response; 1= not important; 2=minimally important; 3=moderately important; 4=important; and
5=very important. Source: 2003 Community Survey, Montgomery County, Virginia.
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parked...put them in groups not just everywhere
they want to put trailers," others saw the issues
of zoning, aside from manufactured housing
parks, as away of insuring the "integrity of
neighborhoods," which help to underscore "a
sense of pride & community."

Theissue of compact development produced
some interesting responses. Only 40% of
respondents ranked compact devel opment as
either important or very important; however
76% of the same respondents ranked the issue
of uncontrolled growth and sprawl as either
important or very important, and 79% identified
open space preservation as being important or
very important. Despite the relatively low
percentage, participants comments suggest a
far greater support for concentrating growth
near or in the urbanized core and existing
villages and increasing the density of growth:

« “Balance the preservation of historical,
forests, parks, open land spaces and the
encouragement of development of
industry and communities - which means
the devel opment of residential needsto
cam down.”

* “Densely developed, high-quality
villages where all new development is
onagrid system if possibleand follows
neo-traditional design & devel opment
ideas. This would preserve open space
& contain sprawl whilefostering asense
of community.”

* “Since the county is an attractive place
to live and work, and since it has al the
human, intellectual, technological, and
physical resourcesto grow, it will
continue to do so, with inevitably less
reliance on agriculture and more on
research, technology & industry. It is
easy to see atime (within the scope of
this plan) where the Cburg/Bburg &
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Cost of Housing in Montgomery County:
Selected Monthly Owner Costs (Mortgaged and Not Mortgaged
Owner Occupied Housing) and Gross Rent, 1980-2000
Housing Affor dability $1000.00
In Montgomery County, 1980-2000 $900.00
$800.00
$700.00
$600.00
) ) ) $500.00
Ratio of Local Median House Value, Median Household $400.00
Money Income, and Per Capita Income to State Median, '
2000 $300.00
1.20 $200.00 -
110 $100.00 -
Virginia Median/Per Capita= 1.00 $0.00
1.00 1980 1990 2000
0.90 - Median monthly costs, for owner occupied units, with mortgage
080 | - Median Monthly Costs for owner occupied units, without mortgage
- Median Monthly Gross Rent
0.70
0.60 | With Without
' Mortgage Mortgage Gross Rent
0.50 I 1980 $292.00 $91.00 $198.00
040 4 . . . . 1990 $643.00 $164.00 $397.00
Montgomery Floyd Giles  Pulaski Radford 2000 $912.00 $219.00 $535.00
[ Median House Value Note: While the presence of alarge student population both in
- Montgomery County and the City of Radford contribute to the disparity
[ Median Household Money Income between household income, personal income, and the cost of housing.
[ per Capita Income there are other contributing factors, including alower pay scale.
Montgomery Floyd Giles Pulaski Radford Roanoke Roanoke City Salem Virginia | g5 ircer U.S. Census
Median House Value 091| 0.64, 0.55 0.64 0.76 0.94 0.64 0.83| $125,400 gurei_au, 1930, 1990,fand
Median Household Money Income 069] 068 075 073 053 102 066 0.84] $46,677| foonomie Anayda
Per Capita |Income 0.71| 0.68| 0.77 0.79 0.60 1.03 0.77 0.84| $23,975| 2003
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Radford triangle becomes a much more
densely populated and commerciaized
area.”

* “| would like to see more concentrated
development in the Blacksburg area. |
would like to have minimal sprawl as
aresult of commercial and residential
sprawl. | would like to have more
concentrated growth in and around
Blacksburg to provide closer
communities and easier public
transportation access.”

The results suggest the need to balance a
broad range of often conflicting concerns and
the need to provide more public information
about planning issues, including: 1) the conflict
between retaining the rural character of the
county; 2) large versus small ot devel opment;
and 3) increased urban- and suburbanization.
One participant wrote that M ontgomery County
should "remain [a] small, friendly, [and]
agricultural area, " but that "too many areas
are ... dlotted for subdivisions and other housing

growth" that threatening the rural character.
Another suggested keeping "residential/urban
sprawl to aminimum either by increasing
dengity or by lowering pricesfor peopleto own
moreland to prevent unnecessary devel opment.”

In addition to the issuesincluded in the
survey, respondents raised a number of other
concerns, including residential neighborhood
designsand quality, theincreased need for senior
housing, and the need for developersto carry
their fair share of the cost of residentia growth.

Although afew of the respondents felt that
the county should continue to rely on and
encourage large lot subdivisions, far more
suggested that the county should concentrate
on creating neighborhoods and villages.
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Montgomery County: Cost of Living and Cost of Housing.

Cost of Living Index. According to Bestplaces.net, cost of living categories are weighted asfollows:
housing (30%), good/groceries (15%), transportation (10%), utilities (6%), healthcare (7%) and

miscellaneous expenditures, including clothes and services (32%)

Town/City Overal Housing Food Transportation Utilities Health Care Misc.

National Average 100.0 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0| 100.0
Blacksburg 96.6 1035| 929 94.4 81.8 92.4 96.7
Christiansburg 96.1 101.3| 93.0 94.7 815 92.3 97.5
Radford 93.2 92.0/ 935 95.4 81.4 93.8 97.1
Pulaski 93.6 929| 946 95.1 82.5 92.4 97.0
Roanoke City 110.9 145.6| 944 89.1 82.3 95.2 98.8
Salem 111.7 148.0] 94.9 88.5 81.7 94.8 99.2
Charlottesville 130.1 191.8] 95.0 103.1 109.7 95.4 99.2
Fredericksburg 1125 107.8| 108.7 136.1 102.2 121.9] 1121
Harrisonburg 106.6 121.2| 94.6 102.8 109.9 94.7 98.9
Staunton 105.8 119.1| 944 103.7 109.6 94.9 98.2
Waynesboro 105.1 1158| 955 103.0 109.3 95.0 99.4

Cost of Housing Index: According to Bestplaces.net, the cost of housing index is based on home
costs, rental costs, and property taxes.

Median Rate of Property Tax ~ Home Cost

Town/City House Cost Appreciation Rate per $1,000 Index

National Average $146,102 7.8% $16.43 100.0
Blacksburg $120,440 7.0% $11.80 103.0
Christiansburg $117,870 3.0% $11.80 101.3
Radford $107,040 3.6% $11.80 92.0
Pulaski $108,110 7.1% $11.80 92.9
Roanoke City $169,400 6.2% $12.40 145.6
Salem $172,140 6.1% $12.40 148.0
Charlottesville $223,150 6.3% $12.30 191.8
Fredericksburg $125,380 11.7% $11.00 107.8
Harrisonburg $141,030 7.1% $7.00 121.2
Staunton $138,510 6.9% $11.80 119.1
Wayneshoro $134,710 6.9% $11.80 115.8

Sour ces. Bestplaces.net, 2003. Data based on information from 2000.
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CURRENT AND HISTORICAL TRENDS
AND CONDITIONS

Patterns of Residential Devel opment.

Very few of theresidential developments, built
since 1990 interconnect with the surrounding
area, thuslacking a sense of being integrated
into the place in which they were built. Most
were designed as discrete subdivisions rather
than as part of the broader landscape,
neighborhaood, or village, and relied heavily on
the use of Street patterns (cul-de-sacs and circles)
that were self-contained within the subdivision
rather than providing connection and continuity
between the subdivision and the adjacent
villages or other subdivisions. In addition, the
subdivision designs, while following traditional
patterns of large lot suburbanization, provided
no aternative interconnectivity, such as
sidewalks, bikeways,and walkways. While the
large lots were appropriate and often necessary
in the outlying, rural portions of Montgomery
County, where thereis no access to public water
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Montgomery County: Age of Housing Units, 2000

14000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000
0 |
Blacksburg Christiansburg Unincorporated Areas
B 1939 or earlier B 196010 1969 ] 198010 1989
B 1040t0 1959 [ 1970t0 1979 B 1990 t0 March, 2000
Blacksburg Christiansburg Unincorporated Montgomery
Areas County

1939 or earlier 583 503 1119 2205

1940 to 1959 1402 1140 1335 3877

1960 to 1969 1840 822 1081 3743

1970to 1979 4398 1474 2346 8218

1980 to 1989 2886 1669 2623 7178

1990 to March, 2000 2526 1800 2980 7306

13635 7408 11484 32527

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census.
Affordable Housing:

and sewer, they were less appropriate in or near
the existing villages and urban core. Thisis
especially true where the lack of
interconnectivity and the visual disruption of
existing development patterns led to a
diminished sense of community and
interconnectedness among residents. Families
became less apart of adjacent communities and
more identified with discrete subdivisions.

Housing Resources

Under the Guidelines established by the Code
of Virginia, jurisdictions must address the
provision of affordable housing on alocal basis
while considering the regional needs:

"The plan shall include: the designation
of areas and implementation of measures
for the construction, rehabilitation and
maintenance of affordable housing,
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Montgomery County: Types of Housing Stock, 2000

dV%9D

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Unincorporated Areas Blacksburg Christiansburg Montgomery County  J S, Census (Table DP-4)
Unincorporated Areas Blacksburg Christiansburg Montgomery County . ] )
Single-family detached 7439 3965 4709 16113 Single-family detached
Single-family attached 221 1166 647 2034 . Single-family attached
Duplexes 226 446 404 1076 . Duplexes
Multi-Family . 573 7536 907 9016 |:| Multi-Family
Manufactured Housing 3018 522 741 4281 .
. Manufactured Housing
Other 7 0 0 7
Total Units 11484 13635 7408 32527 . Other
12000
11000 -
10000 - B sF-Detached
9000 - M other
8000
7000 - B Mg Hsg.
6000 -
5000 -
4000
3000 -
2000
1000
0- 1990 Blacksburg 90-00 Change 1990 90-00 Change 1990 90-00 Change
(Blacksburg) Christiansburg (Christiansburg) ~ Unincorporated (Unincorporated)
SF-Detached 3398 567 4086 623 6048 1391
Other 7899 1249 1369 589 814 206
Mfg Hsg. 560 0 812 0 2784 241
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Housing Tenure, 1990 & 2000
Montgomery County, 1990 & 2000

Pulaski County, 1990 & 2000

1990
B within1year [l 1-5years [l 6 toeyears

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,

2000

1990

35000 15000
30000 10000 [
25000 — 5000 -
20000 A R
1990 2000
15000 .
Giles County, 1990 & 2000

10000 10000
5000 - 5000 [

0 - 0

2000

[ 11-20years  [] Morethan 20 years

1990 & 2000 Census Within 1 1to5 6 to10 11-20 More than
year years years years 20 years
Montgomery 1990 8147 8218 3065 3471 3340
County 2000 0148 9459 3909 3914 4567
Giles 1990 785 1330 895 1488 1963
County 2000 1015 1435 1030 1242 2272

Pul aski 1990 1961 3484 1731 2923 3250

County 2000 2215 3855 1924 2678 3971

Sander of Bestplaces.net ranked the Blacksburg-
Christiansburg-Radford M SA 8th among
“Emerging U.S. Metropolitan Areas,” with the
cost of living index at 85.4. The Blacksburg-
Christiansburg-Radford M SA ranked well above
the other two Virginialocales included in the
list: Winchester (ranked 17th), with a cost of
living index of 88.2; and Harrisonburg (ranked
18th), with acost of living index of 95.1. The
authors saw the cost of living as one of the
positive factors contributing to the area’ s overdl
ranking, however they, like Dr. Koebel, noted
that the areawas prone to low incomes. It should
also be noted that the combine M SA score was
significantly lower than individual community
scores, suggesting that the surrounding rural
areas contribute to the lowering of the overall
cost of living in the area.

In 1980, the median value of a house was
$36,200. By 1990, that figure had climbed to
$71,700, representing a 98% increase in the
value of single-family housing. In 2000, the
U.S. Census Bureau listed the median value of
ahouse, in Montgomery County, at $114,600.
Montgomery County has since gone through a
reassessment, and, according to the County
Assessor, the median assessed value of ahouse,

which is sufficient to meet the current
and future needs of residentsof dl levels
of income in the locality while
considering the current and future needs
of the planning district within which the
locality is Situated.” (815.2-2223).

In hisreport, "Housing Affordability in
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Virginia," Dr. C. Theodore Koebel noted that
the New River Valey had cost burdens, related
to housing, at or above the national average,
although he ascribed the cost burden to low
income rather than necessarily high housing
prices.

In the recently published Cities Ranked and
Rated (2004), authors Bert Sperling and Peter

Housing Resources

187



as of August 2003, is $137,500, amounting to
a20% increase over the 2000 value, a 92%
increase over the 1990 value, and a 280%
increase over the 1980 value.

The median selected monthly costs of owner
occupied housing units in 1980 was $292 for
those with a mortgage and $91 with no
mortgage. By 2000, those costs had risen to
$912 for those with a mortgage (a 212%
increase) and $219 for those without amortgage
(a141% increase). Thedifferenceintheincrease
can be attributed to the construction of larger
and more expensive housing stock, which
would, presumably generate larger taxation
and insurance costs. The increased value of the
housing stock (both new and existing) isa
double edged sword: while the existing stock
aso risesin value, so too do the insurance,
taxation, and maintenance costs.

Age of Housing Stock:

Under normal circumstances, as housing ages,
it shiftsinto the affordable price range.
However, as the data suggests, Montgomery
County, Blacksburg, and Christiansburg are
not facing normal circumstancesin the provision
of affordable housing. 1n 2000, nearly 70% of
the 32,527 housing units in Montgomery
County were built since 1970. While multi-
family, student housing in Blacksburg accounts
for alarge proportion of these units, the figures
do suggest that there are fewer older affordable
single-family houses available. Although there
are exceptions, many of the housesin the
established neighborhoods in Blacksburg have
either not entered the affordable housing market
or have become student housing, effectively
keeping the values well above the affordability
range or removing it from the market. According
to bestplaces.net, the cost of housing in
Blacksburg was 103.5% of national average,
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compared to 101.3% in Christiansburg, 92%
in Radford, and 92.9% in Pulaski.

Type of Housing Sock:

Single-family dwellings (16,113 single-family
detached unitsand 2,034 single-family attached
units) account for 56% of the housing unitsin
Montgomery County asawhole. Single-family
detached units account for 49.5% of the housing
stock in Montgomery County.

Multi-family dwellings account for 55.3%
of the housing units in Blacksburg, according
to the 2000 Census, but only account for 5%
of the housing units in the unincorporated
portions of the county and 12.2% in
Christiansburg. Duplexes, which are somewhat
more evenly distributed through out the county
in terms of number, account for 3.3% of the
total housing unitsin Blacksburg, 5.4% in
Christiansburg, and 2.0% in the unincorporated
portions of Montgomery County.

Thereis, however, a second way to look at
single-family dwellings. While not generaly
added in to the single-family statistics, which
most often focus on stick-built structures
requiring building permits, most manufactured
housing serves, in fact, single families.
According to the 2000 Census, manufactured
housing accounted for 26% of the housing

Housing Resources

stock in the unincorporated areas of Montgomery
County, 10% in Christiansburg, and 3.8% in
Blacksburg. When added into the county single-
family, stick-built, detached and attached
dwellings, the percentage of residences which
serve single families climbs to 92.7% of all
housing.

Housing Sock: Tenure.

Initial datawould indicate that tenurein housing
unitsisfluid and far more transitory than in
neighboring counties. According to the 2000
Census, 60% of householders had moved, at
least once, in the period between 1995 and 2000.
This compares to 35% of householdersin Giles
County and 41% in Pulaski County during the
same period of time. The much higher rate of
transience in Montgomery County can be
atributed, in large part, to asignificant student
and graduate student population.

Low, Very Low, and Transitional Housing:

Currently, there are four transitional housing
units, provided by Community Housing Partners,
located in Christiansburg. No other transitional
housing is available in Montgomery County,
Blacksburg, or Christiansburg. Housing for low
and very low income residents is currently
supplied through the private and nonprofit
sectors. According to the Council of Community
Services, there are currently four apartment
complexes in Christiansburg and fivein
Blacksburg which offer subsidized housing.
Montgomery County does not, currently, have
a housing authority.

188



Housing: Goals

HSG 1.0 Livable Neighbor hoods: Promote affordable, safe, livable
neighborhoods for all residents. (1)

HSG 1.1 Affordable Housing. Promote affordable, quality
housing for all income levels. (2)

HSG 1.1.1 Regional Housing Study. Work with the
New River Valley Planning District Commission and
member jurisdictions, including Virginia Tech and
Radford Universities to do a comprehensive analysis
of current housing conditions, housing affordability,
and the impact of alarge student presence on the
availability of affordable housing in the region, and
determine the best approachesto insuring the availability
of quality housing across income levels.

HSG 1.1.2 Adequate Zoning for Future Growth.
Conduct a zoning study to determine residential land
use reguirements for the next 20-25 years, in five year
increments, including an evaluation of product type
(single family attached and detached, multi-family, and
manufactured; own/rent, price/rent categories) and
estimated land required for each type of housing; and
rezone sufficient lands, in appropriate areas (those areas
served by public water and sewer) to accommodate
future growth.

HSG 1.1.3 Affordable Housing I ncentives. Provide
incentives for affordable housing development. (3)

Cross References and Notes:
1. Livability, sustainability, and quality of life go hand-in-hand. While the plan
implicitly addresses all three, specific references can be found in PNG 4.1.1: Livable
Communities (pg. 68); PLU 3.0 Community Design (pg. 50); ECD 1.0: Economic
Development, Land Use, and Qudlity of Life (pg. 99); HHS 1.0: Livable Communities
(pg. 175); HHS 2.0: Quality of Life (pg. 175), and HSG 1.3: Safe Neighborhoods
pg. 190).
2. The Affordable Housing portion of the plan was based, in part, on recommendations
fromWu Li and Dr. T. Koebel of Virginia Tech’'s Housing Institute.
3. 1) Reducing pre-development approval times, 2) Reducing theimpact of government
regulations on building cycle time; 3) Facilitating the development of Low Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) properties with access to public water and sewer; 4)
Providing density bonuses for devel opments that include affordable units; and 5)
Establishing an ad-hoc advisory committee of for-profit and non-profit devel opers
to advise the county on the impediments they face in devel oping affordable housing.
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HSG 1.1.4 Public/Private Partner ships. Promote the
development of public private partnershipsto address
the needs of moderate, low, and very low income
residents. (4)

HSG 1.1.5 Public Information. Provide public
information on programs that encourage the
development of housing for moderate, low, and very
low incomeindividuals and families and programs that
would promote affordable homeownership, including:
1) Below market interest programs; and 2)
Homeownership counselling, credit counseling, and
savings programs (Individual Development Accounts)

©)

HSG 1.1.6 Very Low Income and Transitional
Housing Needs: Conduct a study of housing for very
low income and transitional housing in Montgomery
County and the Metropolitan Statistical Area

HSG 1.1.7 Grants Office. Promote the devel opment
of aregional grants office, through the New River
Valley Planning District Commission, to develop joint-
sponsored grants and public/private partnerships to
address issues of affordable housing, housing for the

E/?ry low income, and transitional housing in the region.
6

Cross References and Notes:

4. 1n 1999, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
established new definitions of low and very low income. According to HUD, low
income is defined as 80% of the area’s median family income, and very low income
is50% of the area’s median family income.” In 2000, the US Census Bureau
established the County’s median family income at $47,239. Given this, the low
income designation would start at $37,791 and very low income would begin at
$23,619. The HUD definitions are used to establish base dligibility for public housing
and Section 8 housing programs. It should be noted, however, that the percentage
of median varies based on the size of family and dligibility may be affected by local
housing prices and other considerations.

5. General approaches to public information are addressed in PNG 2.2: Informing
the Public (pg. 67) and CRS 2.1.3 Libraries: Public Information: Technology (pg.
82).

6. The need for agrants office is also addressed in ENV 3.4.1 Streams and Rivers:
Grants (pg. 141) and HHS 3.1.1 County Office on Cooperation (pg. 176).
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HSG 1.2 Manufactured Housing and Housing Parks: HSG 1.3 Safe and Livable Neighbor hoods. Promote the use

Actively encourage the development and maintenance of livable of safe

and livable neighborhood designs in residential

manufactured housing parks inorder to facilitate acommunity development. (7)

ethos.

HSG 1.2.1 Manufactured Housing Park Standards.
Develop prototype standards for improving site design,
including landscaping and buffering standards, amenities
standards, and public facility standards.

HSG 1.2.2 Maintenance Standards. Develop
maintenance standards for mobile home parks and HUD-
code housing units.

HSG 1.2.3 Recycling/Salvage Program. Develop a
recycling/salvage program for old, obsolete
manufactured housing that would encourage replacing
occupied, obsolete mobile homes and discourage
abandonment and neglect.

HSG 1.3.1 Mixed Use Neighbor hoods. Encourage
the devel opment of planned, mixed use, pedestrian and
transit friendly neighborhoods, which would combine
office, commercial, residential, recreational uses into
asingle development.

HSG 1.3.2 Public Information: Provide residents and
developersinformation on "safe neighborhood,” transit-
oriented, and traditional neighborhood (TND) design
and development.

HSG 1.3.3 Safe Neighbor hoods and Transportation.
Encourage intra- and inter-connectivity of roads,
bikeways, and walkways in new residential
developmentsin order to promote increased sense of
community and safety, while decreasing traffic
concentration.

Cross References and Notes:

7. The concept of safe and livable neighborhoodsisimplicitly embedded in the land
use policies associated with Villages (PLU 1.7, pg. 43), Village Expansion Areas
(PLU 1.6, pg. 41), and Urban Expansion Areas (PLU 1.8, pg. 45), as well asthe
Community Design policies (PLU 3.0, pg 50; see, also, footnote # 1 (pg 189) for

other references.
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